Article Info Calls for a social epistemology in educational administration and leadership are not new. As a field of inquiry, parallel monologues have come to dominate scholarly outlets and forums. But, parallel monologues arguably violate the logic of academic work -argument and refutation -with significant implications for the rigor and robustness of knowledge claims. This Special Issue sought to provide a forum for sustained dialogue and debate on the problems and possibilities of the relational approach that I am advancing. As the concluding paper, and a rejoinder to the contributions, here I highlight the difficulties of generating dialogue and debate and how going beyond our own complicity is challenging, but arguably rewarding, academic work.
Introduction
A social epistemology arguably calls for a collective understanding of how the world works before we can discuss it (Fuller, 2016) . Appeals for a social epistemology in educational administration and leadership are not new (Eacott, 2017) . Despite this, there is a general absence of dialogue and debate across different research traditions (Blackmore, 2010; Donmoyer, 2001; Thrupp & Willmott, 2003) . As an intellectual / scholarly community, our research infrastructure (e.g., peer-reviewed journals, conferences, and so on) is simply not set up, or at least functioning in such a way, to engage in rigorous and robust argument and refutation. The pressure to publish at volume and in certain outlets can be all consuming (Eacott, 2018b) .
The time to read and think through the ideas of others is a luxury rather than common practice. While the absence of dialogue and debate beyond an immediate research tradition does little to stifle the proliferation of journals, books, book series, and so on, it does have a significant impact on the social epistemology of the broader field of research. The potential side effect of closed system research traditions is little advancement of knowledge claims as scholarly reading and writing is arguably limited to a select group of self-legitimizing researchers.
This Special Issue, dedicated to discussing the problems and possibilities of the relational approach (Eacott, 2018a) , is an intervention -albeit small -for a social epistemology in the field. It sought to bring together academics from a range of career stages, socio-geographic locations, and most importantly research traditions to argue and/or refute the core logic of the relational approach as either a methodological framing or its key theoretical resources of auctor, organizing activity, and spatio-temporal conditions. Engaging with the 
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In crafting my argument, I mobilize the key concepts of the relational approach: organizing activity, auctor, and spatio-temporal conditions. This serves multiple purposes. First, it provides an opportunity to achieve (to some extent) my original intent of the Special Issue for dialogue and debate on the problems and possibilities of the relational program. In explicitly engaging with many of the queries or critiques raised by the contributors, this paper and the Issue in general engage (albeit in a somewhat truncated manner) in the logic of academic work -argument and refutation -with specific attention to the relational approach. This is specifically so given that the contributors for the most part confirm the queries and stimulus for the relational approach. Second, it also provides an opportunity to demonstrate the relational approach in action. This includes how the five points above constitute my argument and therefore serve as the structure for this paper.
Mobilizing the relational as a methodological framing and its theoretical resources (organizing activity, auctor, and spatio-temporal conditions) to describe a social epistemology (grounded in the contributions of the Special Issue) in action, this paper complements the stimulus paper and brings the Issue to a close. The contributors rarely, if at all, refer to (or possibly even know of) each other's work. It is these divergent positions, yet common defense of leadership and the organization that makes the work of weaving their claims together all the more interesting. That said, as with any call for further dialogue and debate, this Special Issue is more an invitation to think with, through and where necessary against the relational approach than a definitive conclusion. 
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'Leadership' As an Organizing Activity
In the stimulus paper for this Special Issue one of my key claims is that complicity with the idea of 'leadership' is one of the major problems in contemporary studies (complicity with 'the organization' is another). Such a claim is arguably confronting for those working in the field usually labeled educational leadership and who are frequently tasked with the preparation and development of leaders. As embedded and embodied auctors, educational leadership researchers are constantly generating spatio-temporal conditions, namely the field and its expansion over time and space, through attention to leadership as an organizing activity. It is the uncritical acceptance of leadership (as an organizing activity) that is generative of the field and for the most part, researchers (auctors), many of whom are current or former administrators and/or leaders, are at stake in the work they do. To challenge the focus of inquiry is to not only challenge how educational leadership researchers come to understand the world, but also how they come to see themselves in and through the social world. This means that leadership is at once constitutive of and emergent from the social world -it is an organizing activity.
English (2006) (Eacott, 2013) . For a community of scholars, and the credibility of the field, this matters. In and of itself, it is insufficient to denounce the field free of any rigor and/or robustness knowledge claims, but it needs to be acknowledged and attended to. If there is no empirical referent -to which the burden of proof falls to advocatesthen leadership can be whatever one wants it to be.
Elonga Mboyo expresses concern at my position, arguing that it equates cognition with subjectivity. He uses the specific examples of a house, pen and paper to make the claim that it is futile to search for or assume a single concrete referent. This mis-recognizes my argument.
The notion of subjectivity is not one I subscribe to. The very idea of subjectivity as an analytical dualism with objectivity employs to the extreme that individual thought exists in parallel to others. This is contrary to any sense of relationality. What I am highlighting is that leadership is an epistemic, something brought into existence through analysis of the social world. Our collective comfort with the label Although the above quote is only an n of one, if someone explicitly accepting an invitation to contribute to a Special Issue engaging with the underlying assumptions of knowledge claims dismisses such a call, then the likelihood of spontaneous attempts among those in the broader field at scale is not particularly likely. To that extent, this is more than an n of one and on the basis of a body of literature stating the lack of explicit argument and refutation across research traditions in the field (e.g., Blackmore, 2010; Donmoyer, 2001; Eacott, 2017; Thrupp & Willmott, 2003) , it is possible to generalize from this single case study (Evers & Wu, 2006) .
Working with, through and where necessary against the arguments of the contributions shows the ontological complicity researchers in the field have with leadership. Even when explicitly asked to engage with, and arguably defend, the ontological status of leadership, it is a difficult task. For the most part, this complicity is never called into question and it plays out as auctors generate the field through ongoing activities based around leadership (as an organizing activity). While this is problematic for the reasons I have argued here and elsewhere, it also has potential for opening new lines of inquiry and the relational provides the framing and resources to do so.
Researchers as Embedded and Embodied Auctors
The relational approach is not grounded in the orthodox literatures of educational administration and leadership. This is why the work can find a home in sociological texts (e.g., Dépelteau, 2018) and is cited in diverse fields such as politics (Pan, 2018) , rural studies (Darnhofer, D'Amico, & Fouilleux, 2019) , and language and literature (Hasegawa, 2019) 
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Eacott starts his work claiming that our theorizing has to focus on organizing rather than on leaders, leadership, etc. I could not get passed that since virtually nothing that follows is reminiscent of the theory I know on organizing.
They go on to argue that regardless of whether the relational Unlike organizing activity which seeks to describe how unfolding activity is organized, a pre-existing belief in structures and processes means that organizational theory is interested in the organization of activity. The difference is subtle but significant. It is similar to the distinction Pierpaolo Donati (2015) makes between those holding the idea that society has relations and those that believe society is relations.
To privilege structures and processes grants ontological status to organizations and conceives of them as external knowable entities 176 sciences the questioning of one's complicity with the world as it is has been much written about. As some examples, Pierre Bourdieu and colleagues write about the importance of subjecting to inquiry the genesis of our constructs in The craft of sociology (Bourdieu, Chamboredon, & Passeron, 1991 [1968 ) and again in Invitation to reflexivie sociology (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992 [1992 ).
The uncritical acceptance plays out through the conflating of organizing and leadership or that organizing has leader(s) and followers. In doing so, there is the embedding of a somewhat static social hierarchy (another structure), corresponding labels based on locations in that hierarchy, and the potential for abstractions of those labels beyond the contexts that generated the social positions in the first place. This is not only in Bogotch, Bauer and Su-Keene. Branson and Marra claim that 'leadership is constructed in the common daily social inter-actions among the nominated leader and those they are tasked with leading' and Gurr argues that 'I am interested in people, and these people have key roles, I make the attribution that they are educational leaders engaged in leadership work'. In their own way, each of these assumptions is consistent with structuralist depictions of the social world and employs an Anglo-American form of causal interaction (based on systems thinking) that focuses on questions of how with a little why. Working on the idea -whether consciously or unconsciously -that everyone shares the same underlying generative assumptions leads to false equivalences often based on word choice / labels rather than anything more substantive (a matter I will return to in the next section).
Bogotch and colleagues' second concern is how the relational approach builds on and advances existing theories of organizing. A particularly telling comment here is their claim that 'the fact that he [Eacott] has not engaged the scholars we have already cited here, nor Gurr's response to the relational approach:
The challenge posed by Eacott is largely that this knowledge base [his own body of work] is false -it has been researched poorly, about ideas that are poorly formed.
As a statement, this confirms the argument that it is difficult to break from our complicity and problematize the very concepts we research. Rather than engage in argument and refutation, the logic of As it is beyond context, leadership achieves a sense of epistemic imperialism, constantly expanding its reach without ever being called . The Relational Approach and Social Epistemology in… 185 into question. Unquestioned belief means that there is no way of turning claims back on themselves. In the absence of argument and refutation, and complicity with the importance of leadership through everyday language, and questioning can be dismissed through an appeal to the analytical dualism of theory and practice.
Theory and Practice
The orthodoxy of substantialist / entity-based thinking has theory jostling, it can be a source of ambiguity and confusion for those who need to practice leadership and seek guidance from its theory', only serves to de-professional knowledge in the field. If no one is asking questions in the field than research is reduced to finding ways of being more effective, efficient, successful without ever calling into question activity. As Thomson (2010) argues, it becomes about playing the game better without ever asking questions about the game and its formula for success.
Productive Contribution
If this Special Issue is to find an audience beyond itself, then it needs to offer something that matters. Whether that is for the advancement of the relational research program or for educational leadership research more generally, it needs to be more than a critique of the status quo or just another parallel monologue. As Gurr provocatively asks:
I am left wondering why there is a need to reflect so much on ideas that appear to be largely reinterpretations of views that already exist and have done so for many years.
While Gurr's attempt to engage in some form of a social epistemology is to be appreciated, his lack of attention to the relational arguments and/or reflections on his own underlying generative assumptions in his paper makes it easy to refute. As with Branson and those with whom we agree and disagree will not erase difference. Nor should they, but this does not mean we should not be relating our knowledge claims with those of others and thinking through these relations. Greater attention to our underlying generative assumptions and being able to defend our position in the face of criticism can only serve to strengthen knowledge claims.
Through the mobilization of the theoretical resources of organizing activity, auctor, and spatio-temporal conditions, I have been able to not only explain what is going on through description of unfolding activity but also predict what will take place. The status quo is constitutive of and emergent from orthodox approaches to understanding the social world. The self-sustaining legitimacy of leadership is only made . The Relational Approach and Social Epistemology in… 189 possible by auctors continuing to generate spatio-temporal conditions through ongoing organizing activity based on leadership. To break from this circular logic requires attention to the underlying generative assumptions -which the relational approach provides -and testing the strength of those knowledge claims. After all, the only way of changing the world is to change the ways of seeing the world.
Rather than simply critique the field or advocate for the relational approach in parallel to other developments in the field, this Special
Issue offers a productive contribution. My argument is that once we articulate the underlying generative assumptions then our knowledge claims become testable. This enables them to be assessed for their rigor and robustness. By obscuring our underlying assumptions, as is the orthodoxy of educational leadership studies, they remain hidden and rarely brought into question. For educational leadership as a field of study, this is highly problematic. It manifests itself in parallel monologues and minimal, if any, dialogue and debate across research traditions.
Overall, the Special Issue has highlighted the problems and possibilities of a social epistemology in educational leadership studies.
The logic of academic work, argument and refutation, has enabled the issue to achieve what a single paper advocating for the relational approach could not -scale. As auctors, the contributors have generated reach for the relational approach (a.k.a. spatio-temporal conditions) through organizing activity (the issue and the focus on the relational).
However, there is no doubt that this work is happening at the periphery of the field. An enduring challenge for educational leadership, as with other fields of study, is how do you get a field to take notice of interesting work at the margins (Wilkinson & Eacott, 2013) ? Ladwig (1998) goes so far to claim that often the most interesting work takes place at the periphery without the core ever changing much. My response is to relate our knowledge claims, focus on the underlying assumptions and assess them for their coherence. But this work cannot be done alone. To borrow from Berger (1966) , this Special
Issue is an invitation to the reader and therefore warrants a generative reading. Thinking through the issues raised in the papers it will become clear that 'the reader will need to go beyond this collection if the invitation is to be taken seriously' (p. 7). Therefore, in closing, I
encourage readers to think with, beyond, and where necessary against what has been argued in this pages in the spirit of the intellectual enterprise that is scholarship. With greater attention to the strength of our knowledge claims and relating them to the claims of others the field will only improve in rigor and robustness with positive outcomes for all.
